Welsh, 1979). However, the extracts differ and there is controversy concerning the purity of tobacco glycoprotein isolates (Becker et al., 1981; Bick et al., 1981).
In a recent study of Lehrer et al. (1984), skin prick tests of 93 subjects were done, including 60 of whom claimed clinical sensitivity to tobacco smoke. The group included atopic and nonatopic individuals. Approximately 50% of the atopic subjects had positive skin tests to leaf extracts or cigarette smoke con-densate (CSC). Fewer than 5% of nonatopic individuals had a positive reaction, independent of whether they claimed to be sensitive to ETS exposure. Radioallergosorbent tests (RAST) were also conducted. Forty-five percent of atopic individuals and 6% of nonatopic individuals were positive for leaf extracts. There were no significant differences in specific serum IgE antibodies among smokers, exsmokers, or nonsmokers. Fewer than 6% of either group responded to CSC. Because there was no relationship between subjective tobacco smoke sensitivity and reaction to the various tests, the authors concluded that the reported subjective sensitivity is probably not related to hypersensitivity to tobacco leaf or smoke antigens.
In summary, experimental and clinical studies have indicated that there are immunogens in ETS and that a portion of the population is sensitive as shown by dermatological tests. However, the specific agent responsible for this reactivity has not been conclusively identified. Furthermore, there is some question as to whether reactions to skin tests are correlated with subjective complaints. It is clear, however, that a substantial number of atopic individuals will have positive skin tests to tobacco smoke or tobacco leaf extracts. More research needs to be done to characterize the immunogens and explain the relationship between subjective symptoms and skin tests.
SUMMARY AND RECOMMENDATIONS
There are a number of acute, noxious effects of exposure to ETS by nonsmokers that may occur. These include annoyance with odor, eye irritation, throat irritation, and immunological responses. The specific constituents that elicit these responses are not known.rritation may prove relatively isistant to distraction. Restaurants would seem to offer a realistic roving ground for the interpretation of the chamber studies.e Figure 10-3) to reduc odors to a level that would satisfy 80% of the judges.
